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Chapter I
 

INTRODUCTION AND CONTEXT: 
 AGRICULTURAL AND
 

RURAL DEVELOPMENT IN TURKEY 

The data for this study on rurali organization, partici­

pation and development were 
 collected in Turkey. Therefore, 

the findings aind general i za.1t lons are, fi rst of all, applicable 

to this prticular Count ry. The intention, however, is not
 

solely 'n ';tudy the dimensions 'Ind underlying principles 
 of
 

Turk sh d(IF,1tiian d(eve lopment. , 
 but I ather to tLreat this case
 

as an example of a less-developed 
 nation facing the concrete
 

problem of overcomi ng rural backwardness. 
 Our general findings 

and suggest ions, are re IeVaint te the ru-,1 development of other 

Third World CountrieS,, not only because most theseof nations
 

face similar problems internally 
and in their relations with
 

more developed stite 
 , I but also because understanding the 

variables(dealt with here is vita-il to elimlinati ug rural back­

wardness and po(verty. 

An ove rvi ew of the Turkish case, with specific reference 

to agrarian on /itions, is needed by way of i ntroduct ion. 

Turkey ha,; long been describ(d as ai land of contrasts. The 

Republ i c is surrounded on three sides by the Mediterranean, 

Aegean and Black ; ';.E'nvironmental1 conditions vary radically, 

1 See Irving L. lorowitz, Three Worlds of Development,New York, Oxford University Press, 1972. 
 , 
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from humid subtropical valleys in the southern and western
 

coasts, to cool and dry steppes in central Anatolia; from
 

rainy highlands in the eastern mountains, to the small deserts
 

in the southeastern and middle mainland.
 

Turkey's government was a single party system from the
 

founding of the Republic in 1923 until 1946, when it became
 

a multiparty polity. However, efforts to integrate the rural
 

majority into the political processes were stalled until the
 

early fifties. Modernization efforts had started in the last
 

period of the Ottoman Empire. Largely conceived in terms of
 

westernization and industrialization, these attempts culminated
 

in rapid and sweeping reforms at the beginning of the Republican
 

era under the heroic leadership of Kemal Ataturk. All national
 

forces were put in motion to develop a modern, secular Republic
 

from the ruins of the Islamic empire. This modernization drive
 

entailed extensive legal and administrative reforms, which were
 

mostly successful.
 

Economic development, however, did not fare so well.
4
 

Although commerce and industry were reorganized and revitalized,
 

2Serif Mardin, "Center-Periphery Relations: A Key to Turkish 

Politics," Daedalus, Winter 1973, pp. 169-190; Frederick W. 
Frey, The Turkish Political Elite, Cambridge, MIT Press, 1965; 
Douglas E. Ashford, Local. Government and Agricultural Develop­
ment in Turkej, Cornell Rural Development Committee, 1974. 

3 For a general account, see Niyazi Berkes, The Development 
of Scurlarisi in Turkey, Montreal, McGill University Press, 
1964; Bernar- ei The Emergence of Modern Turkey, London, 
Oxford Un iv( rs;it:y Press, 1968; and Robert Ward and Dankwart 
Rustow, eds., Political Plodernization of rTurk ey and Japan, 
Princeton Un iver.;MtlyPress, 1964. 

4 For an account of economic progress in t:he early Republic 
see A.Y. flerschlaq, Turkey: An Economy in Transition, The Hague 
Van Keulen, 1958. 
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transformation of agriculture, much needed to integrate agrarian
 

communities into the national economy, lagged very seriously
 

behind. 
Despite gains in the industrial, commercial and ser­

vice sectors, Turkey's economy still remains predominantly
 

agricultural, with three-quarters of employmenL generated
5
 

there. Almost all exports are agricultural produce. While
 
the share of gross national product from industry has been
 

growing (not as fast as 
desired or planned, but steadily-­

from 17.4 percent in 1962 to 23.6 percent in 1972), output
 

from the agricultural sector has declined from 34 percent to
 

approximately one-fourth of the gross national product in the
 

same period. 6 The fall in rural population, however, is slower
 

than the rate of decline in the GNP share of agriculture. This
 

stagnation, along with the relative sluggishness of agricultural
 

productivity, has slowed overall economic growth. 
Between 1950
 

and 1966, the average increase in GNPwas around 4.7 percent.
 

However, with population growing annually by about 2.8 percent,7
 

the increase in per capita income was only 1.9 percent per year
 

between 1950 and 1973.8 

5An estimated 7/.7 prcMiL 
of employment was located in
the agricultural secto. 
iii iKj2. See Second Five Year Plan,

1968-1972, Ankara, State Planning Organization, p. 143.
 

6Sayilarla Turkiye (Turkey: A Numerical 
Account), Basbakanlik
 
Toprak ve Tarim Reformy Mustesarligi, DIE Matbaasi, Ankara, p. 76.
 

7Baran Tuncer, Nufus Artisi ve Turkiye Ekonomisi (Population

Growth and Turkish Economy), Ankara, Dogus Matbaasi, 1968, p. 11.
 

8Population grew from around 24 million in 1955 
to a little

less than 36 million in 1970. Sayilaria Turkiye, p. 103.
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Per capita income in Turkey in 1978 was 1210 U.S. dollars,
 

lowest among all nations in the European Economic Community,9
 

and among all nations, it ranked fiftieth, not miuch above
 

the median for all countries, rich and poor.10 This relatively
 

low average is more serious in terms of welfare for the popula­

tion when one considers that the distribution of income in
 

Turkey is quite skewed and leaves more than three-quarters of
 

the population below the arithmetic mean.
 

As seen in Table 1, only ten percent of the total income
 

accrues to forty percent of the families in the lowest income
 

groups, while the top 20 percent of families receive three­

fifths of all income.
 

TABLE 1
 

INCOME DISTRIBUTION IN TURKEY (1968)
 

Income Groups Share in the Total Income
 

lowest Lncome 20% 3.0%
 

Low 20% 7.0%
 

Middle 20% 10.0%
 

High 20% 20.0%
 

Highest 20% 60.0%
 

This lopsidedness in income distribution is due partly to
 

the rather lethargic development of the agricultural sector, where
 

91979 World Bank Atlas, Washington: IBRD, 1979, 1). ]6. 

10Ibid. 1. 6. 

11Korkut Boratav, Gelir Dagilimi (Income Distribution),
 
Istanbul, Gercek Yayinevi, 1972, p. 194.
 



5
 

most of the lowest income qroups 
are employed, and partly to
 

the extrcmu.1y uneven distribution of incomes+; 
within that sector. 

Overa 1 I qrowt h o f aIq r i utt uy" I (mtt Iut ha:; ha id Iy k, q, ,,t,t 


with populat ion 
 ,jlruwth; thu:; it hi; hot,..1itct,:;,;,,ly t.) import
 

conside~rable amunlt s, o (. l 
 ;, w,; illy, i, yeais otf ad­

verse wt,<ith',r (t'ndit :. Table 2 
 ';Low; tle ,i )wth in the
 

product ion of cereal,;, 
which ,art, the s;taple fuods in much
 

of Turkey.
 

TABL: 2
 

PRODUCTION O1' CI:REAI;: 
 1u40 to 1973 

Years Product _in _(000 t on 

1940 , .'80 

1945 4,013 

1950 7,763 

1955 12,413 

1960 15,215 

1965 14,670 

1970 15,112 

1973 15',6,0 

Sources: 1940-60o 
-- :;ayi l la nt kI'ltyi , p. 0'9; 1970 -- Tarim
l;t~iLt i:;t iLl iI o ",t i ( ;onn otmy (d A,;t ioultuial !:t .. t i'i1NY")
Anlh'Th'. i , ; ItI. I, ' 1iI lit , t :;t m ,s , i. I' I ), p . 9 I; r , -1 -,
IEcoiioi l I, 'a11d ::(1. 1 1 1i11 11, a STAnlIll:; t i'/1, .,.,.IL~*, i i 

, 
U. 1, Ajk-t Itg. 


]:a i'ii1'' ,i.,':; i l , aI'll II tit 1 1 uuall111l , 1 W,' 'e l , tltW 011i 

unlltat 1?1 ,it ti , hi.iV'4 II,ii ,' i ':yIiitl 41t ](111 44i lil it CA)ivl 


lanid, 
(IrlWt i ,I 5ttai 's4l,'w'.1 .inlj s/.il i1 .1,11 tWolt , Uhtj$eeiie 

Ull o t it I i I II , I I I-o it ,, " ithIioqtI' 4 qt tIiatj 'irr I1.t h|:d 

http:extrcmu.1y
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from dry to irrigated farming and increases in the use of
 

tractors in cultivation, as seen in table 3.
 

TABLE 3
 

NUMBER OF TRACTORS AND PERCENTAGE OF LAND
 
CULTIVATED WITH TRACTORS (1940-1972)
 

Number of % of Land Cultiva-


Year of Tractors ted with Tractors
 

1940 1,066 1
 

1945 1,156 1
 

1950 16,585 9
 

1955 40,282 14
 

1960 42,136 14
 

1965 54,668 17
 

1970 105,865 33
 

1972 135,726 40
 

Source: TurkiyeLtatistik Yilligi, 1973, p. 188.
 

These ch, inm,,; in i(j i iilt uro eprv,.;nt impre.;sive develop­

ments. 1IoweV4,i , (1liw4 ihin;t 1 ) iin n ind t i (xt ri,mly hl)wkwalrd 

nature of- ii ic~illurtu iivih,;ly, whichI lu~kt':; f'V('I .;nl l improve­

.till.V tlJ l , IIIh", , t'- w ly 1(,w p )(l t ivity 'iInt Ii tlde­

p v nl .( l~,I . t 1 w' . m i , m t l,t t l an t d (c l l ' I )I I , W , '*I I A k t , p i, ;:, , t ph' 

crop p)'(tltw iv it'y ()t 'l'tlk i!;l ,'jI i(.1 ]1tm ,. i!; 1,111(1 Ir)w (,I-thi'lli 

th(o ,., ,;, ,11 1 '.)l !it ,l , , Ind, ('ill,1 )v I ild ; I,I l -fol ld 

,indr I'rob)IstiI (if Pi ((iU t l (i t,'it ss.UbsP f hit 't tiut illnil 
IWtI~tt iwi.,i, 141,4t 70, Aiikii a, kitilIt y (dl P~i'o I cl ;~un, 1.I97 1 
1). 
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variation in Anatolian wheat production depending on rainfall. 1 2
 

Perhaps the most striking feature of Turkish ajriculture is
 

the great differences in rural income based on an unequal dis­

tribution of land 
as shown in Table 4. 
 The conclusion to be
 

drawn about Turkish agriculture is 
that much greater efforts
 

are needed to raise productivity, to boost total production
 

and to achieve more 
equitable distribution of rural incomes.
 

Without such changes, the development of the whole country will
 

be held back.
 

TABLE 4
 

LAND DISTRIBUTION IN TURKEY
 

Tenure Groups Number of 
 % of Total Land % of
 

Families 
 Families (hectares) Land
 

Landless 
 479,721 17.5 
 0 0
 

Under 3 hectares 1,329,972 
 48.2 2,027,185 17.3
 

3-17.5 hectares 1,350,280 32.6 6,427,705 54.4
 

17.5-120 hectares 
 54,179 
 1.7 3,126,986 28.3
 

Source: Condensed from Tuncer Bulutay et al., 
Turkiye de Gelir

Dagil mi 1968 (Income Distribution in Turkey), 
Anakara,

Sevinc, Matbaasi, 1971, p. 24. 
 Land measured in dbnums
 
(I dLnum - approximately 0.1 hectare).
 

1211aluk 
Cillov, Turkiye Ekonomisi (Economy of Turkey),

Istanbul, 1962, p. 181.
 

http:rainfall.12


Chapter II
 

VILLAGE SOCIOECONiOMIC ORGANIZATION
 

We view the distribution of ownership and control over
 

productive resources as the most significant feature of the
 

social and economic organization of Turkish villages. We do
 

not, however, intend to underestimate the importance of other
 

characteristics, such as 
family, religion, or social norms in
 

patterning village social relationships. We have selected re­

source distribution for primary attention iistead of these
 

other variables because producLion and distribution of goods
 

and services represent the foundation of agrarian development
 

efforts. The structure of resource distribution (i.e., who
 

owns and controls what factors of production) is a primary
 

determinant of distribution patterns (who gets how much of
 

outputs), as well as 
of economic and social relations. Be­

cause resource distribution plays a predominant role in shaping
 

village communities, including the structure of power relations,
 

the pattern of ownership and control of scarce factors of
 

production is our focus here.
 

For a long time, sociologists neglected to observe and
 

study rural socioeconomic stratification. They concluded there
 

was relatively less stratification in "folk" communities as
 

compared to "urban" societies. Yet however small 
one thinks
 

these inequalities are, they do exist in 
rural communities and
 



the data cited in Chapter I on land distribution bear this
 

out. 
An analysis of rural income distribution in 1968 showed
 
the lowest 10 
percent of all farm families to have a net in­
come per family of only 167 Turkish lira, in contrast to an
 
average of 8,764 lira for the highest 
10 percent. 1 3
 

All villages are not stratified to the same degree, it
 
should be said. 
 They range along a continuum from less to
 
more hierarchical. 
Three major types of villages can be
 

identified:
 

1. 
Villages where all land and most other resources be­
long to a single person or family.14 
 In such extremely strati­
fied communities, there are very few freeholders, since most
 
villagers are sharecroppers, tenant farmers, agricultural workers,
 

or a combination of these.
 

2. In mixed villages there may also be one or more big
 
land owners, and a large number of sharecroppers, tenant farmers
 
and landless agricultural workers but there are also freeholders
 

of land and other resources. The sharecroppers and tenant
 
farmers of such villages may themselves own a small piece of
 
land, but augment their income by working on the fields of
 
other people. 
The degree of stratification varies with the
 

13See Bulantay et al. 2p. cit.,

decile were as 

p. 94. The incomes by
follow (in Turkish--'lira); 167, 239, 366,
690, 902, 1,145, 2,275 and 8,764. 
516,
 

14Cevat Geray in Planli Donemde Koye Yonelik Caismalar
(Village Studies in the Planned Period), Ankara, 1964, 
p. 21,
reports that the number of such "feudal" villages is
findings, based on 750. Our
 a different sampling scheme, indicate the
existence of close to 700 such communities out of 35,000

Turkish villEges.
 

http:family.14
http:percent.13
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proportion of land and other resources owned and controlled
 

by the big landowners. As this ratio grows, the resources
 

left to the rest of the villagers decline. Among such villages
 

in Turkey there is thus some variation in the degree of hier­

archy in the socioeconomic organization.
 

3. In some peasant communities, villagers own or other­

wise control all resources more or less equally. Both large
 

landowners and landless peasants are essentially absent. The
 

ratio of sharecroppers and tenant farmers is very low, and
 

the most common tenure type is the individual freeholder farm
 

family. The socioeconomic structure of these villages is
 

rather unstratified, approaching non-hierarchical organization.
 

The degree of stratification of the village's socio­

economic organization and the extent to which economic re­

sources are distributed unequally may be conceived of as
 

independent variables. These presumably affect the community's
 

level of development, as indicated by the material quality of
 

life in the village. The relationship between stratification
 

and development, however, must be examined empirically. Are
 

better-off villages less 6tratified than less economically
 

developed villages? If so, does a hierarchical social struc­

ture work to the benefit or the detriment of the villages in
 

their efforts to improve the quality of life? These questions
 

will be addressed with data gathered from a cross-section of
 

the Turkish rural sector.
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A. 	Stratification and Exchange Systems
 

Stratification of village society results from the con­

centration of resources used in agro-economic activities.
 

Where most fertile land is owned by a single person or a
 
family, the other families depend on this person to earn 
a
 

living. As sole controller of the use of land the dominant
 

landlord may dictate tenure arrangements and exercise economic
 

power over the village. Concentration of resources thus
 
created a sharply hierarchic and monolithic power structure
 

in the village. 15 Williams calls these high dominance systems;16
 

this term reflects the power holder's hegemony over 
local de­

cisions, interactions and exchanges.
 

At the other end of the stratification scale are 
those
 
villages where vrlued economic inputs 
are spread much more
 

widely among the peasants. In such communities only a small
 
fraction of the villagers depend, partially or completely, on
 
resources owned or controlled by others. 
 The relative absence
 

of dependency leads 
to diffusion of power: 
 no small group
 

exercises hegemonic dominance over the rest.
 

15See R. L. Kahn, "Introduction" in Power and Conflict
inOrganizations, by R. L. Kahn and E. Boulding, eds.,
York, Basic Books, 1974; 	
New
 

R. D. Jessup "Exchange and Power
in Structural Analysis," American Sociological Review, Vol. 17,
1969, pp. 415-37; E. A. Wilkenig, "Toward iiefinement of the
Resource Theory of Family Power," Sociological Focus, Vol. 2,
1968, pp. 1-20; 
W. A. Gamson, Power and Discontent Ilomewood,
Illinois, Dorsey, 1968.
 

16L. K. Williams, "Some Social-Psychological Correlates
of Systems with Dominance," in Dominaciony Cambios en el
Peru 	rural, W. R. Whyte et al., Lima, Instituto de Estudios
Peruanos, 
1969.
 

http:village.15
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The effects of the distribution of resources on the local
 

power structure can best be understood by examining village
 

exchange systems. Exchange of resources is a pervasive fact
 

of rural society, for villagers must give their labor and agri­

cultural outputs to acquire land, credit, use of water, utili­

zation of farm machinery and animals, and money for any or all
 

of these. Regardless of the things exchanged, these trans­

actions can be categorized according to the distribution of
 

benefits or outcomes for those involved. We will consider
 

three different types of exchange systems: positive, negative,
 
17
 

and joint-payoff.
 

rositive exchange is distinguished by reciprocity and
 

balance. Both parties derive equitable benefits as a result.
 

Such transactions tend to create an atmosphere of mutual help
 

and solidarity in which other types of developmentally more
 

functional relationships can exist. They can also promote
 

better allocation and use of village resources, by maintaining
 

channels through which scarce goods and services can flow back
 

and forth among villagers, each of whom gets only a little more,
 

but not less, than he puts into the system. In this type of
 

exchange system, transactions tend to be diffused, with no
 

monopolies of exchange. The balanced nature and wider scope
 

of positive exchange systems provide villagers with many
 

17A preliminary statement on this theoretical categoriza­

tion appeared in William F. Whyte, Organizational Behavior:
 
Theory and Application. Homewood, Illinois: Richard D. Irwin,
 
and Dorsey Press, 1969. See pages 147-170.
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opportunities 
to engage in transactional relationships with
 

one another.
 

Nevertheless, this form of exchange can make only a
 
limited contribution to developmont because it must work with­
in the given resource constraints of the village. 
 It does
 
not expand the resource inventory needed for creation of higher
 
incomes and living standards. Whatever exists in the village
 

merely changes hands.
 

If one or 
a few farmers control most resources, the
 
village cannot maintain a network of positive exchange. 
 Power­
ful farmers tilt the terms of exchange to their own benefit,
 
unbalancing the transactions. 
 Only in low-dominance villages,
 
where the average farmer is 
not 
dependent upon another's re­
sources, 
can positive exchange be the predominant mode of
 
transaction. 
Otherwise the majority of villagers' inability
 
to reciprocate precludes its existence. 
The greater the
 
stratification in the village, therefore, the less will be
 
the developmental effects of positive exchanges. 
We may con­
clude that stratified socioeconomic structures block local
 
development, while less stratified structures may contribute
 
modestly to development. 
The latter lead to a more widespread
 
type of exchange relationships, where transactions work for
 
the benefit, however limited, of all; 
the former preclude this
 

possibility.
 

In 
stratified villages, exchange relationships tend to
 
be negative rather than positive. Negative exchange operates
 
when the transaction is unbalanced and one party suffers actual
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or opportunity losses, while the other party benefits. Although
 

the losing party may wish to correct or terminate the relation­

ship, he cannot do so without risking or actually suffering
 

heavier losses. Differences ii power are the key to the con­

tinuation of negative exchange systems. If the dominant party
 

lacks the power to extract disproportionate resources, or if
 

the losing party has other alternative relationships, the system
 

will break down.
 

Such systems of unbalanced transactions in rural life have
 

been around for a long time, often termed as patron-client re­

lationships. The patron, or his agents, and the client per­

sonally engage in an exchange process. Legally binding contracts
 

specifying the terms of the transaction are usually absent,
 

and various forms of coercion are often used ot insure the
 

client's acceptance of the terms the patron dictates. Negative
 

exchanges are likely when one or a few wealthy persons command
 

most resources in the village. In such a case, most farmers
 

depend upon the rich person for land, access to which is ob­

tained by renting or working as sharecroppers or agricultural
 

workers. They may need to borrow funds from wealthy persons
 

to obtain agricultural inputs or for personal and family use.
 

Farmers may also require facilities, equipment and other services
 

controlled by the wealthy minority for production, processing
 

or sale of their produce. To use these resources they must
 

give large ImounLS of labor, money, produce or sometimes what­

ever land they have. 

In highly stratified villages the peasants have little 

bargaining power and few alternatives to dependency and 
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negative exchange. 
Most land is owned by a few landowners and
 

no more new land can be brought under cultivation without
 

taking heavy risks 
(purposeful deforestation, for instance)
 

or paying prohibitive costs. 
 Banks and credit cooperatives
 

do not provide a viable alternative to borrowing from local
 

elites, because the small farmer tends not to have adequate
 

assets to meet mortgage requirements of legal financial insti­

tutions. 18 
 The central and provincial governments also face
 

immense difficulties in providing production, marketing and
 

conqumption services to the very widely scattered and numerous
 
19
settlements.
 This forces villagers in stratified communities
 

to depend on the facilities and services of the local rural
 

elite.
 

This lack of alternatives leads to the involuntary accep­

tance of negative exchange, which is invariably disadvantageous
 

for the majority of individuals. 
The already improverished
 

rural farmers expend their energy to fulfill the very heavy
 

demands of the transactional relations that bind them. 
Share­

croppers return more than half of their harvest to the land­

owner; a loan from a local money-lender must be paid with
 

interest almost equalling the money borrowed; poor peasants
 

sell their produce to the wealthy for much less than the
 

181n 1971 
there were 2,035 such cooperatives in Turkish
 
villages. For details see Sayilaria Turkiye, p. 84.
 

19 1he majoriLy of state expenditure in Turkish villages 
is directecd to provi inignphysical, as opposed to social, infra­structure to the villa( e commUnnities. Feeder roads and watersupply get the lion's share of the State's direct contributionto village development efforts. See Kirsal Turkiyenin Yapisi, 
pp. 183-4. 
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market price because the elite is the sole owner of avail­

able transportation or processing. In highly stratified
 

villages where agro-economic activities yield a stable amount
 

of wealth, negative exchanges lead to actual losses for the
 

majority of the villagers, who must pay exorbitant prices
 

for resources owned and controlled by the well-off. Even
 

in villages where total wealth is growing, the small and
 

poor farmers incur opportunity losses, since they would have
 

been better off had they not engaged in negative exchanges.
 

Rural stratification, by creating negative exchange net­

works, interferes with development by limiting increases in
 

agricultural production, both by individual farmers and
 

cooperative local organizations. Moreover, even if total
 

village production is increased through infusions of capital
 

and technology, stratification will deny the majority a
 

fair share of the newly created income. Following recent
 

thinking on development, which stresses equity and basic
 

human needs, such villages cannot be considered "developed."
20
 

In contrast to positive and negative exchange, joint­

payoff relationships are established when two or more individ­

uals agree to combine their resources and efforts to gain re­

sources from the environment. This enlarges the resource
 

pool available to participants. Each party in joint-payoff
 

exchanges is entitled to use the combined resources of all
 

participants, plus whatever can be converted to utilizable
 

20Dudley Seers, "The Meaning of Development," International
 
Development Review, December, 1969.
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resources 
from the larger initial pool. The productivity of
 
the resources each participant commits is greater than if the
 

individual acted alone. 
Joint-payoff relationships are based
 

on the perceived equality in distribution of rewards and bene­

fits drawn from the environment. 
This does not necessitate,
 

in principle, absolute equality in the distribution of payoffs.
 

In order for such relationships to continue, each participant
 

must extract a share of the payoffs proportional to the re­

sources he committed to the system.21 
 When a participant
 

thinks he is getting less from the relationships than those
 

who contributed about the same to the enterprise, or when he
 
thinks he is harvesting much less than another participant who
 

has committed more resources, he is likely to want to sever
 

his relationship with the other participant(s).
 

Joint-payoff relationships are different from positive
 

exchanges in that they extract larger rewards from the environ­

ment by better use of the combined factors of production. The
 

emphasis is 
on cooperative and collective exploitation of the
 

environment with shared resources, while positive exchange in­

volves enhancement of individual income without cooperative
 

activity.
 

Joint-payoff relationships differ from negative exchanges,
 

since the latter are based on the involuntary consrtc of one
 
party. 
 The former are grounded in the voluntary initiation of
 

21George C. Homans, Social Behavior: Its Elementary Forms,
New York, Iarcourt, 1961; 
James G. March and Herbert A. Simon,
Organizations, New York, John Wiley, 1971, Chapter 4; 
William F.

Whyte, op. cit.
 

http:system.21
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the relationship, as well as voluntary acceptance of who is
 

going to commit how much of the resources and how big the share
 

of each will be. In short, the basis of joint payoffs is equal­

ity and that of negative exchange is inequality.
 

Developmentally, joint-payoffs are more effective for vil­

lagers than positive exchanges and are obviously more functional
 

than negative exchanges. A group of poor farmers pooling their
 

resources can activate more frequent positive exchanges among
 

its members; but more important, the farmers can develop more
 

resources in their environment, the rewards from which can be
 

beneficial to all. This means that people who do not individ­

ually command significant resources can avoid or reduce depend­

ency on those who do. The latter cannot monopolize the outputs
 

by exerting unchallenged power to shape distributive decisions
 

in their favor. Hence, joint-payoff networks tend to threaten
 

and weaken the high-dominance organization of the village by
 

altering the nature of the exchange system toward more egali­

tarian, less hierarchical and less stratified forms, in which
 

more people can enjoy more of the benefits.
 

The developmental role of joint-payoff networks is not
 

limited to situations where their operation ]('ads to the di­

lution, and perhaps even tual e imi.niition, of nlqit:ive exchanges. 

Even in villages marked by positiwV exchange ;, the, int-roduct:ion 

of joint-payoff projects can add considerably to the qeni'ral 

welfare. Villagers pool their resources ins.t ead of )ust ex­

changing them.
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B. 	Joint-Payoff Organizations
 

Certain sociocultural 
and legal factors may facilitate
 

cooperative undertakinq of joint-payoff exchange projects 
in
 

Turkish villages. Some r,,iurc.:; were traditi onaIlly otmmunally­

owned before extenve IlR)ntt izat ion ol the vii ,llu wotnomy. 

Communal owner;hip i; nIot re;tricted to) lnd but may exttend 

to service;. Very old t:vmlit ionm; s;uppor t in iiation of and 

involvement ini c )erdtiv. pro jtnt,;. ,e";t im,p ttant i; ;olna, 

whereby vi I layer; pool their I i ii",iu' I yeT. i c,:, ,.,clh ,l(cc r(Ii no 

to his weAlLh and with An utlqwr limit t o ildi\i uiia 1 Cltc t rihu­

tion;, to unld rt, ake ,I t as;k (w pr) jt t that i; 5,yld t 1ti iinciatl 

capabiliti, ; ! any ;inql villu i r. Im.ca is ,Ai )ttI,.i wAy lot, 

villdger; to I l their l:oo ics for rat ie t A I. 

difi e • usu11.all ' i i'., I'I,' * h -i­

' ,oop tV"Unk,. . 

It i s cr nt li(a ,,alIma t ,,tI:;, it 

bution,; of manl w , sevices, , r',lh ir i y, t c., .1 ]hei than 	 ctxh. 

In villaq s whr' Itis, l iadit nuns *it, ,t ,nq,v I!la.,u ls 

undertaike, (oilXilt1:l1 t y (1 ,ut " atid '.lit ,'! Jul' 1 Se.h ,'l IS (u it I lWet­

ing irriat hit We? k!.; elpul,; .mu I! !,""Wbeel." ls: ux l nuii s, 

ill lP'u 't ic'ity i, u i jl,'1.1,, t, ; ,ig1l ,iii'nanIiu . iiti , for 

e i(''vic(e J, . I wi t'e t (o ini theno;l, Wil JIF Villaqe, pleu,.ty w,"lk 

vi lIaqv e ujul at v". 

Vil !,' €'),,,vrativ,. " l .|-inonl ]€vq mancl|, ,,' ,.l ok are-, lly ­
tinned. 1] nien- Vill u ,a I=iw .,im,"1 A V*lI.,,, 'leCo(ill ni l or 

fti loc'ei . [ ; . l, ',' , lp , 1.1w. '. ,1 ,11; .1 1 11, 	 I int uot p iotitau 

Which vtll,.,s,'l'1, 'Ol.,t l t 1.1*,., l y.u t hut,,l1h, villai 

http:pleu,.ty
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where organizational tendencies are weak and the social struc­

ture is not amenable to joint-payoff relationships, the law
 

is simply ignored or n~ot administered.
 

Joint-payoff projects can also take the form of more formal 

and permanent enterprises. One of the mot widespread is the 

village-level cooperative. There are more than 8,000 such eco­

nomic associations in lurkish villages, functioning as producers', 

consumers' oi cred it cooperatives. These, as well as other 

types of )articipativet associations, can and do contribute to 

the incomes of the villaq(Ji,, as I ong as they are not dominated 

by a local elite who flionu)llize the benefits of these grass­

roots 11(n';. !rcnzat olomination more todotl1 is likely occur 

in highly st rat ifii, villaqes;, where the power of the people 

at the top is rel at, ively uncholIl nqed. 

'This set ol re lit i on';hips is what. we need to examine 

empiracally. .'ortun"t ely, there are possibilities for drawing 

on data which canl(ihel p t", te :st and r,.,fin"I our undersLtandinlq 

of such Thi, (!d.siqrl o f su;ch a st ludy is; described1 ',lat ions;hi p,;. g 

briefly ill the' ni:-:t ha?,With) rime di ia]4ed illfolilat ion 

oil quest ii an; iS. k ii anid diata I it hi-itId jIt (iV (1(,1 iii in All (1 1 x 

(pagS 772- 17). Th ( 'lI ,t,'ei In", owihm t1 s;mm y the 

find in M ini thil!; A u ''y I intIi n art lih if1m i 1hev i N att id 

estof twyoi suc(tf.(.ill l~I iijap;t-i , r hit t whi!z hit iii uhIiV a -;loi 

1,' l t 3 1 101, l y'/ i l i,1UC i) i I ii' 1~ 1it 11 Ii 1 I ,' ii ' , i1 . u ; I ii 

r'oupI .l*Ii tq , HvmlI nl I n i t ,I1 ,t neti.' 'l w,l ' '.alli ui . aI tipil'!;; I ; , 
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attitudinal and organizational factors as 
they bear on community
 

capacity and performance for rural development.
 



Chapter III
 

STUDY DESIGN AND FINDINGS
 

This study undertook to analyze a combination of objective
 

conditions and changes in Turkish villages and of orientations
 

among the villagers themselves, toward organized development
 

efforts, toward education, toward equality/inequality, toward
 

the future, and so forth. The data used were collected by the
 

Turkish State Planning Organization and USAID/Turkey, with
 

Frederick Frey of MIT (now University of Pennsylvania) as
 

principal investigator. The Turkish State Institute of Statistics
 

and the Ministry of Education participated in the project during
 

various phases.
 

Approximately 7,000 villagers were randomly selected for
 

interview in 458 villages. In addition to interviews with
 

the villagers, members of the village elite (village headman,
 

religious leaders and their wives) were interviewed in another
 

form. Such use of "key informants" provided additional and
 

cross-checking information to supplement that of villagers them­

selves. In addition, an information sheet on every village in
 

the sample was completed by the leader of each survey team.
 

This provided specific information on locational factors like
 

distance to road, to a body of water or forest, on adoption
 

to date of agricultural t-echnology in the form of machinery,
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and on the educational situation -- whether there was a primary
 

school in the village and whether there was a teacher working
 

there.
 

Information on the distribution of land and wealth could
 

not be collected directly. The time required to so survey
 

458 villages would have been very great, and the resulting in­

formation probably unreliable anyway. Since data were not
 

needed on 
individual wealth and landholding, in order to com­

pare degrees of concentration or dispersion of assets in the
 

respective villages, asking respondents about the number of
 

wealthy persons in the village and the percent of farmers
 

owning their own 
land provided sufficient consensus on each
 

village to classify it as explained in the next chapter.
 

Similarly, organizational activity could not be studied
 

directly, 
as this would have required extended participant­

observation. But a series of questions (page 72 in Appendix)
 

provided information of people's expectations of participation
 

in activities like roadbuilding, improving drinking water
 

supply, school construction, cooperative organization, and
 

housing. 
 For each of the major variables studied in this
 

project, a scale or 
index was constructed based on a number
 

ot Xinds of data, so 
that no single response determined the
 

classification of a village. 
 All of these matters are dis­

cussed in the Appendix.
 

* * * * * 

Before discussing our findings in detail, let 
us summarize
 

them so that the reader can h;ivo an n C '-1 . 
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involved and the relationships established from analysis of
 

the data.
 

1. 	Organizational Tendencies and Village Development
 

a. The strength of organizational tendencies is positively
 

correlated with the level of village development.
 

b. This correlation remains relatively unaffected by the
 

changes in the other variables.
 

2. 	Socioeconomic Organization and Village Development
 

a. Euality in the distribution of wealth is positively
 

correlated with village development in all rural communities.
 

b. The positive correlation between equality of wealth
 

distribution and village development is i.igher in villages:
 

i. 	with high organizational tendencies;
 

ii. 	 with high technological development;
 

iii. 	 with equal land distribution;
 

iv. 	 with equal land distribution and strong
 
organizational tendencies (i + iii).
 

c. There is little or no direct positive relationship 

found between equality of land distribution ind level of village 

developnt by themselves. There is a positive correlation 

between _jualit in land distribution and villaje develoment 

however when: 

i. 	organizational tendencies in the village are 
strong; 

ii. 	 wealth distt i bution is ee itablev; or 

iii. 	 both the o ganiz at i ra1 t ,ndencies and equality 
in wealth (Iistribut.ioni are high (i + ii). 
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3. Technological Development and Village Development
 

a. 
In general, variations in village development are not
 
directly and positively related to improvements in agricultural
 

technology. 
These two variables are positively correlated only
 

when:
 

i. organizational tendencies are high;
 

ii. 
 equity in wealth distribuiton is high;
 

iii. 
 equity in land distribution is high;
 

iv. 	 organizational tendencies are high and wealth
 
distribution is equitable (i + ii).
 

b. When conditions (i) through (iv) 
are reversed, the
 
relationship between level of agricultural technology and the
 
level of village development is also reversed or 
reduced to
 

near zero.
 

4. Attitudinal Modernity
 

a. In general, there is no relationship between the degree
 
of fatalism in the village and the degree of village development.
 

b. There is on the other hand, a positive relationship
 
between 
 the degree to which the community consists of individuals 

who express feelings of personal efficacy and the level of 

village development when the following conditions; prevai 1: 

i.organizational tendenci ; are high; 

ii. 	 land distribution is equitable; 

iii. weal t h di ;t-ribut ision uitable. 

c. When c(mlit ion,; (i) t hrouqh (i ii) are reversed, the 
relationship bet'w(,en fe( 1 inq,; of personal efficacy and village 

development i's r duced to near zero. 
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5. Education and Village Development
 

a. There is a positive relationship between level of
 

education (literacy and schooling) and village development;
 

however, the direction of this relationship is altered by the
 

village's socioeconomic structure and the level of organizational
 

tendencies.
 

b. A positive relationship between the level of education
 

and village development only occurs where
 

i. organizational tendencies are high
 

ii. land distribution is equitable.
 

c. When the conditions (i) and (ii) are reversed, the
 

relationship between the level of education and the village's
 

level of development is also reversed to near zero.
 

These are, as said, summaries of the conclusions which
 

village data supported. They are stated in their most simplified
 

and direct form to orient the reader to the more involved dis­

cussion which follows. The systematic way in which they were
 

developed and tested could be replicated elsewhere. The con­

clusions, to the extent they have general applicability, have
 

great significance for efforts to promote rural development.
 



Chapter IV
 

VARIABLES IN LOCAL-LEVEL RURAL DEVELOPMENT
 

A. Variance in Village Development
 

We measured village development in terms of the "quality
 

of life": adequacy of food, fuel, clothing and health on a
 

scale which reveals the general features of the communities
 

we studied. Details of the questions used are given in the
 

Appendix (page 72-77). The possible range of village develop­

ment was from 1 to 8; the actual distribution ranged from 3
 

to 7.24, with a mean of 5.27 and 
a median of 5.33. This indi­

cates that extreme poverty, where all community members suffered
 

from lack of basic survival requirements and had bad health,
 

did not exist. Neither was there any community where every­

one had adequate supplies of food, fuel and clothing and was
 

in good health. Within these boundaries there was wide dis­

persion in the level of development; a distribution whose mean
 

and median indicate only moderate fulfillment of basic survival
 

requirements and less than good health conditions. 
 (See
 

Diagram 1). 
 Villages were grouped under the categories of
 

"less developed," "moderately developed," and "developed,"
 

which yielded 74 
less developed villages, an equal number of
 

moderately developed communities and 75 developed villages.
 

The s2riousness of this situation becomes more apparent
 

when the distributional characteristics of village development
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Figure 1 

VILLAGE DEVELOPMENT DISTRIBUTION
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are generalized to all 35,000 Turkish villages. One-third can
 

be described as less developed, where a large majority of people
 

live with shortages of food, fuel and clothing and have bad
 

health. Another one-third of the villagers are moderately
 

developed and have large proportions of people living under
 

such conditions of poverty. And finally one-third of the vil­

lages, although relatively developed, still have a minority
 

of their populace who suffer from lack of essential materials
 

and have less than good health.
 

B. Locational Factors
 

To explain village development the first factor of interest
 

is the village's proximity to transportation networks. There
 

are arguments both for and against the developmental impact
 

of accessibility. On the one hand, ease in transportation can
 

mean convenience in bringing in needed services and agricultural
 

inputs, while facilitating the marketing of whatever saleable
 

goods may be produced in the villages. On the other hand, ease
 

of access may mean nothing more than an added motivation for
 

initiating exploitative contracts and exchanges. If the easy 

accessibility of the village means continual convenient ex­

ploitation of the villagers, it certainly does not faciliLate 

developmen t. 

Analysis of our data shows no clear relationship between
 

favorab Ie 1ocat ion wi th regarci to transportat: i on net.works and 

leelw_ of y_[Jlime-_de! e lent Seventy-six p,'rcent f the vil­

lacj .s surveyted w, it- not lo:,itLed on a road of (Jood sLandard or 

better; of these villages, eight percent were developed and 
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56 percent were underdeveloped. Of the villages on a hard­

surface or a good quality loose-surface road, 33 percent were
 

in the developed category and 34 percent were in the less
 

developed category. Moreover, among the villages that were
 

not on a 9ood standard road, the distance of the village
 

from such transportation branches was not related to the
 

village's level of development. We found the same lack of
 

relationship between the distance from the nearest railroad
 

station and the village's level of development.
 

Furthermore, because roads closed temporarily due to ad­

verse weather conditions, 85 percent of the villages reported
 

difficulty of access to other villages, nearby towns or pro­

vincial centers. But the duration of such difficult periods,
 

which ranged from zero to more than six months, was not related
 

to the level of development.
 

All of these findings indicate that the location, favorable
 

or unfavorable, of the village with respect to transportation
 

networks does not play any decisive role in the betterment of
 

village living conditions. There may be situations where being
 

on or close to channels of dependable transportation could be
 

functional for development, but without specifying and verifying
 

these situations, nothing can be assumed about this relationship.
 

C. Market Effects
 

One argument often made about village location is that
 

easy and continual accessibility facilitates market integra­

tion. By market integration is meant movement away from a
 

self-sufficient village economy (when such is the case) to an
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economy where goods are produced for exchange or money in both
 

the village market and in markets outside the village. Be­

coming an integral part of the market system, however, is 
not
 

always clearly beneficial. Weak, unorganized village economies
 

will perform miserably when placed in economic fields where
 

competitors are much stronger, more effective and efficient.
 

In this case, increase in market integration can conceivably
 

work to the detriment of both the village economy and the
 

villagers.
 

To investigate the possible relationship between market
 

participation and the level of village development, we broke
 

down the scale of village development according to the presence
 

or absence of a market znd the degree of participation in this
 

kind of exchange. Fewer than half of the villages had a market
 

or were 
located near one. Among these villages, the relation­

ship between the extent of regular market participation and
 

village development was very small (Gamma correlation 
= .05).*
 

The mean level of market attendance was approximately half of
 

the villagers, suggesting that the presence of a market did
 

not automatically integrate the whole village economy into
 

the money nexus.
 

A functional relationship between market accessibility
 

and development is possible only when the village economy is
 

a well-organized and efficient as 
other village or external 

economies. There is no guarantee that village entry into 

*All correlation coefficients cited unless otherwise
 
specified are Gamma correlations.
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money-exchange markets, which could expose villagers to ex­

ploitation and competition with much better-organized and
 

efficient forces, will not be detrimental to already impover­

ished rural economies.
 

D. Ecological Factors
 

According to determinist arguments, the village economic
 

system depends very largely on the exploitation of the micro­

environment. The quality and richness of this bounded environ­

ment, as well as the ease with which resources can be extracted
 

and used, is very influential in determining the living standards
 

of the village. Thus, factors like proximity to bodies of
 

water, favorable topographical situations and nearness to forests
 

are said to make a great deal of difference in the level of
 

development.
 

Our findings suggest that there is some association between
 

favorable ecological conditions and village standards of living,
 

but the evidence is far from conclusive. Almost 40 percent of
 

the villages were on, or close to, a sea, lake or river; 43
 

percent of the villages were in, or less than, 5 kilometers 

from a forest; 19 percent were located on a plain, 34 percent 

on hilly Coun try and ,40 pet-rcenL were on mo lintai on t.;rlra in. 

We observed solnme cifferencs in deve lopmient. betwelr vill,,aes 

beside or close to a body_)f wter (68 percent- of the ]'s 

developed villIages atre not, on, o)r c(:1 s. to(, a body o)I wateor, 

whereas 42 percnt of the developed one!; are). llowver, L.h(, 

moderately deve loped villages were unaf 'fcted by this factor. 
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The conclusiveness of rich resources of forestry to a
 

high standard of livincg is s u g cestecd by the fact that 54 percent 

of the deve l ed villages are loca t.d( 5 k iloleters; or less 

from the forests,, whereas 65 p erent of t he underdeveloped 

ones are more than 5 kiltmeter ;away'. 

o ..-'j; - the vi caqe i. very im-The t-t (ic'1 . i. ......- ;i- i " f 


portant, for aqricultural Act ivit ieseAr,, ea;ier on f lat rather
 

than mount a inot; land, when fact or! :;t I 1 ; 1 imat e at, con­

stant. Whi In' only 25 ;,,r"Y nt of mount aiii Ai Ila;,., wer,, in the 

de eloped (,itet~ory, 44 percent of vill aqs on the plaian wer-e 

d evelIope d. 

'T'here AtWr two po(ssible explanation!;V i for the *thbSot of 

stronger relat ions;hil, betwee!I villaqo0 dev.lojwi4 t ,nd] .coloqi­

ca~l favoral .... Ii , Ilwin n'('((,ml,-S u;ltl '" I , imess r"" rst v$i 

balance b,.tw,.,. Ihn lir ' ,-'l l H '~ AndI~ ttwi, i I,,q ,lati~ln. 

TOdtoii omIntent Ih, tthe 1ii 1 i '. l vdiinM tha v imten iqW:iti 

) C 

fy.rtili y , . ..'"17 IIii1,-.. ;,.(! Je! de, *,I'I,-S' lithe CIlc)lo ,jlo 

aldvontaqnc! :; t~lht ,i,,11, ha.v,. ina,,,'1w i ,, )si *1,1 t ainlt io " t hiqbvt-l 

(riadd itionl, ;iii i t hIa e qis ccap *ita,! o i; s ', I ihenIi.1,,) lly tend I" have htIiq W1et . 

Th 'Scol nd ana Vh 11 p I 011 i'g: i nt- W Io ,,tL1
va i ,ll ,n Wv , nl ' i 1. i eIw min,- . W 1,itv, ,a, d~ m*, rvl , oiti l e- pio!!! t i 

"!, in ill l T ill ,' JI V~ ,"il too lf , of l ld l, .|I A I ,It M hll y ' .M!W|(iI, ! 

And weaby .( lil~ t'lth eli ithatl atipulttl Conf. 
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water reserves belong to the State. 
 Illegal control of water
 

supplies nevertheless does occur, and has recently led 
to
 

peasant upheavals. When key environmental resources are in
 

the hands of a few, their effectiveness in providing higher 

living standards is larqely limited. This fact may very well
 

account for th, wi', k correlation betw"e n the 
level of develop­

ment and the vi 1laqe ' 
 rpsotrc, endowment. 

E. 	 ledi a Part i cii t_ i !,ii
 

Part ici 
 a ion in the mass information network has been
 

considered by s (i' ati as one of the 
 salient factors in
 

the tsions t"Ymat inin of 
rurl ,a; icuii lt-ur,] communiti,; 24 Our
 

analysis shuw- d t hat I." 
 'ent 	 of the viilla jle; had no radio 

and 19 1wrc,.it o thim r(,t' ivd no itw:;pap -s. Six percent 

had one raidio, 24 Iwicinti had two to four, 23 p)ercetiit had five
 

to nint. and il ptictiit 
 iid mo , thani tiil radios,. The correla­

tion 	1, iwi',' tht, =n n " ()tilii; in th. community anzd the 

I (v(' I o1 dcv,'-Ib til _ iS hih ello)t' l 1h (. iU) to sl((I;'st some 

pos it. i Ve l.;:;w.'i t 1i)IloI III,1I;5 medi.a ), r t i c I pit I() w i th develop­

11ent, thtn it lt' (Ii rect i(n1 of c t i(oit o)t ld be the reverse. 

,J(di~ 1'. i "'I,'t 	 ; ol,t ural I)tvl(oJ men': iin F'our ;tudli(,s 

I,)io l 	 if!, I'l ,Ik C(. ! ;I in (' !j! , , , pp. 1-- ; 	 U) ,i 0'.'..ink.lyal,rKoy .1. Tl',II 11w ;.tl Yap] : v0. );'',,.} u lt III (:;-'i , ::t rll('|tljr( andl
N M I ni( i4 I II" ,dVit1'i. ',lIhai I , in q lhi° Vi ,I ,), Anlkm a, K'"o'iliv", Ma lhad&., 1971;K (). 4. 'i 	.: I .m1i I H, '(. i, I)o.t i Ainal()iunm 

)II 'IIli (M"a ! ,411 T 1' .,f , !;t.1II1, , 1:. Ya y jI,2 I, lq ( q ­

Il"ilt :; . 111)',1 .11- , 11,'l ;. '" 	 C~0, .at n .,Y; 
i 	 . , ( ()IIIIIIJlli°f io a n dl( P o( l it i(,l 

m,-IIII,v'lq , 1 1 lli't(nlo 1I Iql ;I ;j, ; 14h.I , o pp. :0--5H; ha,,n k*
 
W, r"Pr' , ITl . ,'ll . ; IN,.,'l,. 1 :1. : , '" rOI.if...
 

http:1wrc,.it
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The 
same 	relationship holds for the availability of newspapers.
 

More 	than 13 percent of the villages received the papers daily,
 

29 percent received them once a week, 27 percent every fort­

night or less frequently. The correlation between frequency
 

of newspaper arrivals and village development is .30. We
 

cannot determine from the data, however, whether media partici­

pation promotes development or vice 
versa.
 

F. 	 Orginizational Tendencies
 

Local 
institutions and organizations can facilitate joint­

payoff relationships. Such organizations contribute to the
 

betterment of villaJe 
life in three ways. First, they create
 

additional streams 
 o)f income that could not 
have been realized
 

had the vill ers not 
pooled their individual resources. Second,
 

is the capa city of such institutions to enable the community
 

to create jo. (.)pportitnities 
which provided income for the 

occupants oJ thlte:; j sS well 	 as benefiting the village as 

a whole. lhirdW, vilIIlqe levell institutions may work 
to pool
 

f ninanciilid ,iiid 01m()nwt r-y I(g)(I;
ain( be to 

poorest seqimhilt of t he vi llae P]"P ut 

to h dis;t ributed the 

ion. We expect, there­

fore, t hat devel~jomirt ,;sld be (Ireot ( where, viillagers are 

preO' i spos, dt (oWlt'] i illiit ;at i i(t tlaid i qg level iVill ()(- orqan ­

zot~ioiu;, thl cin ortI:; (d whi i(Ii would Iw dir ectedi toward acconi­

pl i si; ml t!a p ( i"I'I; b,,lit ivil t lrrnm 111), i s of the n nunllllity. 
W (, 	 ()li I ',t ( I'{ ,11) i ld e': (d "()l-'Jln -,a t i ''Il t ( ld e]llc ies " 

wh iA a! ,lrIat ; ) onuili 14' toh'hi, o'x eit t ( wh i 'l v i I oIeu'i ; t hen­

:,lt'I'; ii ?( w iIi 11nq to( ta*k thle' 	i liia itivv andl assume rpnpo'sJO ibi 1.ity 
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in projects providing joint-payoffs. The distribution of this
 

scale over the sample confirms previous findings, based on
 

local samples, that propensities toward organizational involve­

ment at the local level are rather widespread in Turkish
 

villages. Although the maximum actual score of 7.17 is 
con­

siderably less than the maximum obtainable score, the average
 

score 
is pretty close to the midpoint of the possible range.
 

This suggests that none of the communities had extremely high
 

propensi-:ies for involvement in local organizations. On the
 

average, however, such tendencies are rather strong.
 

Because communities varied considerably in this regard,
 

we broke the actual range down into three equal parts, cate­

gorizing communities as 
having low, moderate and high tendencies
 

of organizational involvement. We expected to find a positive
 

correlation between the scale of village development and the
 

index of organizational tendencies. Indeed this was the case.
 

Forty percent of developed villages were found to have a strong
 

sense of organizational involvement, compared to only 10 per­

cent of the underdeveloped villages. Almnst 45 percent of
 

communities with low organizational tendencies were in extreme
 

poverty, and only 18 percent weie developed. The Gamma correla­

tion between organizational tendencies and development was
 

.39. (See iigure 2) .
 

What conditions increase the effectiveness of grassroots
 

cooperative involvement in rural development effcrts? The 

desree of i ~Atitjy in the village sociocconoinic structure 

was considered first. If utilizable resources are concentrated, 
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village-level organizations depend upon a few individuals for
 

material and financial, 
as well as social and political support.
 

When such dependency exists, the benefits of local organizations
 

are 
likely to be less than equally distributed. The opposite
 

case occurs when everyone contributed approximately the 
same
 

amount to local endeavors. This is more likely if wealth and
 

land are more equitably distributed.
 

If this is correct, then we 
should expect higher correla­

tions between village development and the tendency of villagers
 

to initiate and participate in local organizations where wealth
 

and land distribution are more equal. 
 Indeed our findings
 

support this proposition. We looked first at 
the pattern of
 

wealth. In villages in which 
a large number of respondents
 

reported dispersed wealth, the correlation between the indices
 

of organizational tendencies and village development was 
.5U.
 

This is stronger relationship than found in villages with
 

concentrated wealth 
(.35). 
 (See Figure 2). Analysis of the
 

distribution of 
land reveals a similar pattern. In villages
 

with dispersed landownership (most farmers own all the land
 

they farm), 
the correlation between organizational tendencies
 

and development was almost twice as 
strong as it was 
in vil­

lages with concentrated landownership (.43 arid .22, respectively).
 

These Findings vividly demonstrate the development deter­

rence of strati fied land ownership and wealth. They support 

our content ion that uneven disLr ibution of resources in the 

community hampers rural organizational involvement from im­

proving village standards of ] iving. 
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FIGURE 2
 

GAMMA CORRELATIONS BETWEEN ORGANIZATIONAL
 
TENDENCIES AND VILLAGE DEVELOPMENT
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The second factor that may affect the relationship be­

tween the level of development and the level of organizational
 

involvement is the state of agricultural technology of the
 

village. Technological advances in agriculture involve the
 

application of scientific and sophisticated knowledge and tools
 

to increase production. 
The more advanced this technology is,
 

the greater the effectiveness of the villagers 
in their efforts
 

to master their environment and turn unexploited resources to
 

their advantage. This general relationship holds true in
 

local cooperative projects. 
 When only human labor can be
 

pooled and technology for higher productivity is not at hand,
 

joint ventures are typically less frequent. 
 More important,
 

the demands Dn each participant are larger and involve higher
 

opportunity costs. This 
leads us to expect stronger rela­

tionships between organizational tendencies and development
 

in villages with advanced technologies than in communities
 

with more primitive technology. 

To tesit this relationship, we constructed an 
index of
 

village technological developrmen . The concept of technologi­

cal devel opmen t was oprL i ona lized as the presence or absence 

(as well as nuimber) of t raLctors, t ra ctor wajqons , t.r icks, jeeps, 

and water ptimps in the vii l,iqe. A suimmited s;ca]e w-is constructed 

by addi ng t he, lumber of each item. Using th;is ihidex, we found 

empi rical support for the propos it: ion that, advaclle d t.ec:hnology 

increases the f,ft ect iveno,. of local organization in stimulating 

dove lopmeiit. 

In the high technology communities, 60 percent of the 

villages w i th h i gh organ i zi t ionl l tendenc ios were d( re I oiped, 



40
 

whereas none of the low organizational tendencies villages
 

were. 
At the opposite end of the scale, this contrast is
 

less striking. Among the less technologically advanced com­

munities, 46 percent of the more organized villaqes were
 

developed and 19 percent were underdeveloped. Overall, in
 

the high technology communities the correlation between organ­

izational tendencies and village development was .51, com­

pared to .21 in low technology villages. (See Figure 2).
 

These findings suggest that the most congenial conditions
 

for raising living standards occur when the distribution of
 

resources is not stratified and when the village has tools and
 

equipment more advanced than the traditional wooden plow. The
 

intervening roles of higher technology and relatively less
 

stratified economic structure become more visible when we com­

pare the relationship between village development and organiza­

tional tendencies in two groups of villages that simultaneously
 

varied in economic structure and technological advancement.
 

In the first group, technological development was high and
 

land ownership was widely distributed; in the second group,
 

technology was low and land concentrate(] among a few owners. 

The correlation between organizational tendencies and develop­

ment was more than three times higher in the first group. 

(See Fi(jure 2). The strikinq difference between these two 

groups of vi l lag(es indicat es that dispersed resources and 

modern technology make. local organizations more effective in 

improving l iving standards. 



41
 

G. Socioeconomic Stratification
 

It has been argued that socioeconomic stratification can
 

be supportive for development. 
The greater the functional im­

portance of certain positions involving skill or responsibility
 

and the greater the scarcity of persons capable of filling
 

them 	effectively, the greater must be the material rewards,
 

wealth and other benefits accruing to these positions. Other­

wise 	nobody will be motivated to perform these jobs that 
-are
 

more demanding than those of 
lesser importance. According to
 

this view, unequal distribution of socially valued monetary and
 

non-monetary rewards is 
required to 
insure that all of society's
 

vital functions are performed effectively. Davis and Moore
 

thus contend that "stratification is both positively functional
 

and inevitable in any society." 2 5 
 Based on our analysis of
 

exchange systems, however, we believe that social and economic
 

inequality do not contribute to development. The data support
 

this 	contention.
 

If the exchange system of the village is 
the defining
 

characteristic of the economic structure, the major parameter
 

of the economic structure is Lhe Iegree of resource stratifi­

cation. Iland is 
a major re,source, but difference; in the owner­

ship 	pat,tern of- othfer r;our(:e; ,;uch ai; money or ljr icin tural 

machinery are a,11so crtuci,l det riniant; of' Hie ]ocil econoilic 

St ructtie and (-xclaiqne system. Thus uneven lIand di st ibutLion 

may not bew t.he iio( t. impolrt ant factolr imupi i ing oio In'ual 

25Kinq:;ley lavi s and Wilbvrt E. Moore, "Some PrincilpleE

of trat:ification, American Sociological RHview, Vol. 10 
(1945) p. 248. 
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development. To get a fuller picture of resource distribu­

tion in rural Turkey, we therefore considered ownerhsip of
 

both land and wealth.
 

(1) Landownership
 

The villages in our sample varied immensely in the degree
 

to which people owned all the land they farmed. In only 2 per­

cent of the comunities did all farmers own less land than they
 

cultivated. In sharp contrast, 27 percent of the sample vil­

lages reported that almost all of the farmers (95 percent or
 

more) did own the land they tilled. Between these polar types,
 

sharp increases are found as one moves toward the high-ownership
 

end of the index. (See Figure 3).
 

We hypothesized that there would be little or no positive
 

relationship between the level of village development and the
 

distribution of landownership. This is because landownership,
 

taken by itself, is an imperfect indicator of overall resource
 

distribution. We must also know the actual and potential pro­

ductivity of the land owned. Unfortunately, the survey items
 

did not include information on either the size or value of
 

the farmerz ' fields . Thus in communit, ies with dispers'ed land­

ownershi p, farmland.* may be ex(:essively fragmented, prec] iding 

the use of some form; of advanced aqricul1 turaI technoocJy. 

Or the IgirqeeSt ,ld st;tmo ert i 1 p i cc es of lancd may b( owned 

by one or a few lcindownrs . While a Lar(e pr,port(riorn of the 

rest of falerfr.; own 1'Ind farm, di n(sth(, ma1y t11. they thir lho] 

may riot be hill or prodluct.ive elloullh to sust; 'Ii I(lnat.f, living 

standards. Unless (i.-persed Iandowners hi p is accomplaied by 
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equality in other resources and wealth, or unless local in­

stitutions function to equalize resource differences, it will
 

not lead to better opportunities for advancement in living
 

standards of the community as a whole.
 

Our findings support this conclusion. We used two
 

different measures of landownership. The first, based on the
 

proportion of villagers reporting that they owned all the land
 

they farmed, showed no relationship between the distribution
 

of landownership and the level of development of the village.
 

The second measure, based on key informants' estimation of
 

the percentage of farmers owning their own land, revealed a
 

low negative correlation between dispersed landownership and
 

development. (See Figure 3).
 

Because landownership is only one indicator of the pattern
 

of resource distribution, we treated the distribution of wealth
 

as 
an intervening variable between landownership and develop­

ment. 
 We expected a higher correlation with development among
 

villages with dispersed landownership and dispersed wealth,
 

than among villages ranking low on these two measures. As
 

shown in Figure 3, these expectations were validated by the
 

data analysis. 

We also expected to find positive association between 

the level of village development and dispersed land owner­

ship in the communitie; where organizat ional tendencies are 

strong. S;uch t,(tfldenlcies seeemed likely to lead to pooling of 

meager individua I resources for projects to improve the pro­

ductivity in smallholdinqs. In other words, in villages 
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FIGURE 4
 

GAMMA CORRELATIONS OF LANDOWNERSHIP
 
AND VILLAGE DEVELOPMENT
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where a large proportion of people own their own land, the
 

level of living of farming families could be improved by the
 

operation of village-level, joint pay-off projects.
 

rhe empirical data yielded mixed results. The correlation
 

between dispersed land ownership (as measured by the proportion
 

of people who reported owning all the land they farm) and level
 

of village development was not, contrary to our expectations,
 

positive, but negative in the villages with high organizational
 

tendencies. However, the anticipated positive association was
 

found between these two variables in the same villages, when
 

the distribution of land ownership was measured by the key in­

formants' ranking in terms of the percentage of people owning 

land. (Figure 2). 

In summary, empirical investigation of the relationship
 

between equality in land ownership and level of deve]opnent 

generally supported our hypothesis. l)ispersed land ownership 

is not necessarily indicat ive of resource e(ua ity, and does 

not facilitate development u nless other resou rces (we.alth) 

are also dispo sed and/or the local population participates 

in community dlvel opment organ I za t ions. 

(2) Weaalth 

To examine, empirically the deterrent effect of economic 

stratif icat ion for rural dove lopment, we explored the di roct 

relationslhip h Lw'en the di,;t. rihut ion o t wo,,ilt ]h .ind(1 t hi l v(,l 

of the (hoVe I()pltlI'nt. To,' (I,,td we'It h I ib l­viii !; To'() d imiz,,, 

tion we d( vi I I is wh tlher V i I 1 ,a l ()11,. 

or a few we, lthy inudivi(dutl]n. (se, Appendix) . In U percnt 

ask v(l tliii (*()lt 1illf.ti 

http:1illf.ti
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of the communities, equitable distribution of wealth was un­

animously reported; only I percept of the villaqes were charac­

terized by the presence of a sinqlo wealthy persoen. Metween 

these extremes, wea lth equality was re.ported in nealrly equal
 

frequenc;ies as the 
 ratio of persons; who pt.rianivd no si nq lIt
 

wealthy p ,ersonincreased. 
 In villlio e: with (n'uin'ekit fiti'd wealth 

the dominant exchan , t:ype is leqat i ve, whi lt in te leas
 

stratifi ed villanaqs the frequency of stll ,'>:'h.in ,., ,.,y he
 

reduced an(1 othar t ytv, 
 iik 'n-, td. Mt'ql.t Iv, ' (n(wi ti( . ,x lc inqe.9 

mean acttl ,iat1 (!,PC)rit uin it ' 1 L: .t ,shyt how It':; w .l1 !-, ! . There­

fore, ac('5)o((inI(I t (tIo0 " ilylqqthen i s, th' vik n' ,eia- enta' .it it itt' 

wealth of1 th , the' ll owel will Ieh thl' :;t.iidaid o livinq 

of luos t v i 1 .,qe I S 

Re'su] t l tour datli ,ll, y;is supp(rt thil'; coit etlt oll. 

Whi 1(' po7pe'rent (i vi I l ';es with ie'uiit ,il I . di -;l i ibl i(,i of 

we'alth we~re, d-li.q,l, ,l tily 2i po,,ic.,.ni wa, 1 i lt. t.v .~ l, 

A miuch iii he Ie1 ejr t 'itiil I W .u.wl ilt 'a w th ,, wlt ll din­

tribut iii w ., " , ,v .lot"M., lw ,'I" I, , i W-
tI'm ,. *,." th 
tvqua i t y anid v i th,-ve,'Itq~li' WonI " 1111.1 2 . V n;,',. il" , 4)), 

01ill 1 ilidll,, ; A na'.l ly# ,] ro-l t~ joi ,n I hi, "Py I 

f llnct i "nol Ii q.1 v i, Ii aii ! 

inm i "I.10tht, 

'.i,"w i I i , " t im I , oj i a °,, -tI 4"c i tan:t 

i I Irat he, vq y) id n.i t i . d w,-. 111 tI .ila.I . t , ,, ,allhill ',, ii. 1). 

Montlll, tlv lh l Q -i, ,' lil 14W ll , 1-, 1"! li,, l,,-tlw..i ilio- tw " Inl e~i- af 

il " lll N Ib n ( e il hW l~l 10l,l,. T ii.. ,'101111 IM, W f I ~iM!"di - tl Vnf!7 

wvll h i in .la. h ,i ll t ll'~l~ o .,0.yl~ ; + li %,- , and'.,-A " ,l W i 

http:po,,ic.,.ni
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all. To test these factors, they will be examined as con­

tingencies impinging on the relationship between wealth
 

equality and development.
 

The first contingency is the extent of land ownership
 

in the conuunity. 
 We have shown that this factor alone did 

not have any positive association with the level of develop­

ment; bu- in less stratified villages it was supportive for 

improving standards of living. Here land ownershi} is treated 

as an intervening variable between equality andwealth village 

developmLent. We investigated this relationship in two separate 

groups of viilages, one with dispersed land ownership and the 

other with concentrated land ownership. In the first type, 

dispersed wealth lead greater than increasesshould to average 


in development. The influence of dispersed wealth should 
be
 

smallest 
 in the concentrated land ownership commiunities. 

As shown in Figure 5, the data bear out these hypotheses. 

The correlat ion btwen equality in wealth distribution and 

level of villange dvelopment is positive (.41) in dispersed 

land own,,Kshi p (evuiunit i,.s. This relat i on,;hi p moreis than 

twice as st ring a twh" u()I i n (noncEnt rat 'W I and ownershi ) 

vii 1Iagles. Amon, u(i s) erse (I lind owne(r,shi) vi I Ia(es , 48 percent 

of th ( ' ()flill kl I i f , w ith tI( ll 1 1 y (li st r i1)11t (, ( V)(', II t.h were de-

Vol op .d , I i'h1 ,1lf H'i l 'i.(tlt [han clllulU Ili H ,1n concen trated 

IiICI ()Wfl,.rs:;li i , v i I i, ,..;. 

W(' (.,Inl . !;() 1)b ;('lVf' tt' , ()flnn i p)r('n rllt (('vv'Io )l lle t:al I.-Ole 

of coitumun iIty iuv'lvi,,-,,illt ii Ilh, pos it iv(, il I Il('nce( o f economic 

('qualit y onIn i v i (IIS, EVeil wh('l) ('V('ryon(' 501111fll il KimI owlis 
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FIGURE 5
 

GAMMA CORRELATIONS BETWEEN VILLAGE WEALTH
 
EQUALITY AND VILLAGE DEVELOPMENT 
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resources, individuals are unlikely to have sufficient capital
 

to make significant investments on their own. The only way
 

to gather enough resources for development projects is to
 

aggregate and then mobilize resources. As Figure 5 shows the
 

correlation of wealth equality with village development is
 

much higher (.64) in dispersed land ownership villages with
 

a strong sense of organized involvement, than it is in low
 

landownership, low organizational tendencies villages (-.11).
 

None of the villages in the former category were underdeveloped
 

while in the latter category no villages were among the most
 

developed group.
 

These findings clearly demonstrate the direct develop­

mental role of general wealth equality and the contingent
 

positive effect of equality in land ownership. They also
 

highlight the intervening role of village-level organizational
 

involvement in bettering living standards.
 

We also had to examine improvements in agricultural equip­

ment and techniques to see if they enhance the developmental
 

function of resource equality. Because the average level of
 

technology is low, it is highly likely that living standards
 

could be significantly improved if at least some resources are
 

reinvested in farm technology.
 

Equal-wealth villages stand a better chance to benefit
 

from Cfficiency boosting methods, materials, tools and knowl­

edge. This is clear when we contrast tile level of development 

of equal-wealth virllages that rank high in our scale of tech­

nology, as oppo3ed to those that have not advanced in methods, 
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tools and equipment. 
Of the first group, 45 percent were
 

developed, as compared to 18 percent in the second group.
 

Among the higher technology villages, 69 percent of the
 

developed villages had more equal distribution of wealth,
 

compared to only 10 percent of the lower technology communi­

ties. The correlation between wealth equality and village
 

development was .41 
in high technology villages, but -.10 
in
 
low technology communities. 
 (See Figure 5). These findings

suggcst that in the ibsence of wealth stratification, village 

standards of livinr 
 n be significantly improved by directing
 

some resources to promote technical advances.
 

H. Technology: Promise or Threat?
 

The replacement of human and animal energy with mechanical
 
power in farming is a general 
indicator of technological develop­
ment. 
 Although this does not directly measure the degree to
 
which modern methods and material are used, it 
can be assumed
 

that the chances are much higher for villages equipped with
 
farm machinery to 
have better information and farming inputs 
than those that have not advanced beyond the wooden plow. 

In 61 percent of the villages, no basic farm inechan i zat ion 
devices existed. 'T'here was not a s inge tractor and its match­

ing equi pmen t , no water pumps, and no trucks or jeeps. Such 
communit ies are l eretfore cat ,qor i zed a; " low technoloqy vii­
lages. " In the remaining 39 percent (of villvag(;., tlre was 

wide variance iii the d(,eg re' of teochnololical ,dvanemerit.. The 
number of agriculttural machinlie; ran(led from I th 28 . The di s-
Cribu tion of machi.nery showed that, ,xcludinq thA l ()w('st- Ieve l 
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villages, Turkish rural communities had an average of 6.7
 

farm implements. When villages with no farm machinery were
 

included in the calculations, this pulls the mean number of
 

machines down to 2.7. le broke the villages into three cate­

gories based on the number of machines. Technologically
 

backward communities were defined as those with no farm
 

machinery. Moderately advanced villages had 1 to 7 farm
 

machines and highly advanced ones had 8 to 28.
 

According to this categorization more than half the vil­

lages are technologically backward. With pre-tractor tech­

nology, mechanical energy is not used and methods of farming
 

are very primitive. Field studies of such settlements, both
 

in Turkey and elsewhere, indicate the agro-economic activities
 

are very likely to be geared to polyculture production while
 

commercialization of agriculture is minimal.
 

At the other extreme, in about 12 percent of the Turkish
 

villages, there is considerable technological advancement.
 

These relatively high-technology communities use much more
 

mechanical energy and are likely to make use of more sophisti­

cated techniques and materials. Area and community studies
 

suggest that these villages tend to produce a single crop for
 

trade in the cash market. The middle category, villages with
 

moderate technological development, contains one-fourth of 

all Turkish villaqes. 

Technologqical development and agricultural development 

are often considered to be virtually synonoruous. Whi ile it is 

true that technological advancements in farming lead to 
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productivity gains and production increases 
in most cases, there
 

is no reason to 
assume that these gains are equally distributed
 

within the village community. Severe stratifi-ation of land
 

and wealth directs the benefits of advanced technology to the
 

few who control most of the resources. In such cases Lech­

nological d2velopment may decr-
ase the economic opportunities
 

of many poverty stricken people.
 

Technological modernization, however, need not have nega­

tive effects in all villages. Where wealth and resources are
 

not concentrated, technology may raise general living standards
 

by increasing productivity.
 

Village-level organized involvement plays 
a catalytic
 

role in directing technological innovation to raising living
 

standards. 
Where technology has led to agricultural proletari­

anization, landless workers may be able 
to secure better wages
 

if they band together. In less stratified villages, group
 

action can provide the village with agricultural implements
 

which would be too expensive for individual farmers to acquire.
 

The villagers can also use new technology more efficiently if
 

they coordinate organized working schemes.
 

We found a positive correlation (.32) between technologi­

cal advances and village development. (See Figure 6). While 

45 percent of the high technology vilLiges we!re developed, 

17 percent were underdevelop ed; and 40 percent of the low 

technology vill],Iaq; were d( VOe1,oed, and only 27 percent were 

in the undlerdeveloped g roup. 

Al though our I idi n(; ind in(ate that there i; much to 

be gained from L chinologlic-l advances , our anal1ytica'l framework 
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forces us to consider this relationship only as an average
 

and encourages us to examine it in various socioeconomic
 

structures. Technological advancement is functional for
 

development only when the village is not highly stratified
 

and when the tradition of local organized involvement is
 

strong.
 

In villages with great disparities of wealth there was
 

no systematic association between the level of technology and
 

the level of development. Among these highly stratified vil­

lages, only one had both higher technology and a higher stan­

dard of living. In clear contrast, there was a significant
 

positive correlation (.22) between technology and development
 

in the v llages characterized by a high level of economic
 

equality. (See Figure 6). Among these more egalitarian vil­

lages, 56 percent were technologically advanced and developed,
 

as opposed to only 13 percent in the underdeveloped category.
 

A similar but more pronounced difference is found in vil­

lages with varying organizational tendencies. There was a
 

positive association between technological advancement and
 

development in villages with high organizational tendencies, 

but a stronger, negative corre1ation between the two variables 

in the v i]]age,; without ;uch tLondencies:;. (Soe l'iqure 6). 

Among the highly org -lnized and technologicall y advnced villages, 

60 percent were d,velopecd, ind only 10 1ercent wre underde­

veloped. B~y coint: rast. dflflf , ol.(JIVized, hi gh technology 

villaICs, non1V Wee foUnd in tHe develop(victegory whereas 

67 percent were in the unde rtdV I oped cit(jgory. 
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FIGURE 6
 

GAMMA CORRELATIONS BETWEEN LEVEL OF

VILLAGE TECHNOLOGY AND VILLAGE DEVELOPMENT
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As shown in Figure 6, we found a positive correlation be­

tween technological modernization and levels of living in the
 

villages with strong organization tendencies and dispersed
 

land ownership. The opposite waj true of villages with con­

centrated land ownership and low organized involvement. In
 

these villages, technological development is negatively cor­

related with village development.
 

These findings confirm two arguments. First, rural
 

social stratification hinders the amelioration of poverty
 

through technological modernization. Structural inequalities
 

divert the benefits from those masses who need them most 
to
 

those who are already well-off. Thus, the ability of the
 

majority of villagers to enjoy increased outputs of modernized
 

agriculture 
is dependent on structural transformations be­

fore technological advancement. Second, where the local 

population is not organized, technological innovation may 

actually contribuLe to underdevelo ment. The effectiveness 

of new a(Jrictultura] technology can, however, be - igni f icant ly 

increased if accompa ni(d by local part;ici pat.ion, which increases 

the collct iwye ood; and ice; p;rvprodtcd by t-echnology. It 

should be not-(- thIL widesprea l ,;' gr1 ;; ro)t,; ga(-Iniza­

th 1 i0'.Itioln; to .id (h 'vi-lolmlent t''hx(11 )01 l nt is*Ivnreinis 

rpos!; ib)l I a wVi' . v.t r i t y ()t P , it ic'al l, ; .26;y!; 

2 0 Vd(l r-lw ,n ; 01 1 1 I -lt. l 1)(,v 2 l .p Ill , n :;lli , :I ( ) 1 - ;h.w , t '' ou 'Iro 

hr i i ij 1h,, (;.,j It,,t w.1 a1nd ''tt. 1;v,,r:n,,b' ,11- New IYork ,' a;veq r,
"'72; Norm-iui, T. (IPhoff *'u tii I on ,t. Io:h, 1o.o lI Or lant ZIat, ion 
I or- Rural IA,.VljIi.nt : A(di t A!i.;il,
 

# I )v vtI t C 111111!)t,I (Ou(um)I e,',,,1th. 

http:IA,.VljIi.nt


Chapter V
 

RELATED ISSUES: ATTITUDES AND EDUCATION
 

A. Attitudinal Modernity: Myth or Reality?
 

Comfortably cherished by many social scientists studying
 

developmet' is 
the idea that there is a phenomenon called
 

"traditionalism", which is 
a peculiar constellation of inter­

related values, beliefs and attitudes. This phenomenon pre­

sumably existed in pro-industrial communities, including of
 

course rural villages. Redfield was one of the first to
 

describe this phenomenon by contrasting it to what he called
 

the urban 
(or modernized) worldview. The traditional-modern 

dichotomy has dominated the approaches of western social 

scientists toward development and social change. 

Villagjers became typecast as people with constricted 

personalities who are unmotivated to exploit economic oppor­

tunitie:s and ,are pass iv,,, withdrawing, and unwilling to fight 

di fficu I es. They ,tre typically described as being resigned 

to their fote Id very slow to chanqP, their behavior patterns, 

limitinq thetir int,(r-act, ion t-() t very s;mAill number of k insmen 

and vIliaqer,; b,cau;(, Wf their" feir aind conse((uent; dihstrust 

of and hlo,;t il ity toward oit.!; id(hef!. They have int:(!Iise envy 

and ill-will Jfor th fJ'ellow viliaqr, nt.cituninq from thoir 
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unrealistic assumption that the environment is insufficient
 

to be exploited for enough rewards to go around.27
 

The logical conclusion drawn from the traditional-modern
 

dichotomy, is that traditionalistic beliefs must be replaced
 

by modern values, attitudes and beliefs. However, a rapidly
 

growing body of literature indicates that traditionalism as
 

viewed above cannot be generalized to all peasant communities.
 

Focus-ing on fatalism, Kiray, for instance, reports that in
 

the Turkish villages she studies, even the least modernized
 

ones were marked by very few (about 3 percent) fatalistic in­
28
 

dividuals. Ashford states that in Turkish villages, vil­

lagers were no more fatalistic than people in other parts of
 

the world, including the United States.
29
 

We argue that the social-psychological characteristics
 

of villagers should be viewed as psychological adaptations to
 

concrete and real conditions, rather than as artifacts of a
 

primordial worldview. Although villagers posses the ability
 

to make psychologically-appropriate adaptations to their
 

27George lielling, The Turkish Village as 
a Social System, 
microfilm, Los Angeles, 1.966; Robert Redfield, Tihe Primitive 
World and Its Transformations, Ithaca, Cornell University Press, 
1953; David McCle]land, The Achievn Society, Princeton, Van 
Nostrand, 1961; lagen, 666, ci't.; Edward lBanfield, Moral Basis 
of a Backwar-d Soc.iety_, Glencoe, Free lre.ss, .1958; and Oscar 
liewi s , Lfe- n a Mex can Vi , Urbana , Uni vers.i Ly of 1.l.linois 
Press, 196 3; A. R. l i.lbe-rq, as quoted by L. K. Wi.l1iams, "Some 
Sociil Psycholog'lical Correlates of Systems with Dlom i nance," 
George M. Ioste r, "lPea:;ant Character and Personality," in Peasant 
Soc(Luty, P(,to.e, (,t. A., ed:;., New York, Little Brown, 1967. 

28 Ki ry and Hlinder ink, p. 209. 

2 9 Anhford, ()[). cIt 

http:States.29
http:around.27
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environment, they are not always able to alter behavior according
 

to the demands of changing situations. Constraints on behaviorally­

adaptive capacities are mainly due to conditions external to the
 

villagers themselves. The willingness to interact with the 
en­

vironment effectively, to engage in productive activities to
 

improve one's living conditions and to exert oneself fully is
 

limited severely in stratified communities, where most villagers
 

lack the productive assets needed to raise living standards.
 

The high-dominance patterns that develop from clientelistic re­

lationships are primarily responsible for feelings of power­

lessness and external control. Thus, we should expect to find
 

feelings of self-efficacy, along with other aspects of the so­

called "syndrome of modernity," only in communities where strati­

fication is not severe.
 

Tendencies to organize and pool productive energies and
 

assets expand the resource base of the poor. Persons with a
 

sense of efficacy and a non-fatalistic view of their environ­

ment can engage in projects and undertakings that will enhance
 

their opportunities 
to improve their incomes and living standards.
 

They can also express feelings of internal in the form
control 


of self-assertion, increasing their resources through partici­

pating i n cooperative orqaniziit ions promotinq broad-ba sed de­

velopment. Conversely, when particilpati.pve teLnd(enc i e are not 

strong an(] poor vi 1 a.gers have t) tackl.e prob lens i nd iv i dual ly, 

their ro sotrc es are -( ,e(domadq((uate to ptllC hels; 1Vos (he ofout. 

poverty. P"'oling; of personill efficaicy and Lhlie att it:11de that 

the individunal can and doe, control his own fato (along with 
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other aspects of the "syndrome of modernity") are, therefore,
 

functional only in villages where resources are not controlled
 

by a few dominant villagers at the expense of the majority.
 

To test the relationship between attitudinal modernity
 

and development, we examined the extent to which villagers
 

have a feeling of personal efficacy, that is, a belief they
 

have some control over their future. Although personal effi­

cacy is only one compcnent of village belief systems, we
 

believe it can be used to make inferences about the whole
 

system. Thus villages with many efficacious persons were
 

considered to have widespread modern attitudes, while villages
 

with many fatalistic persons were considered to be dominated
 

by nonmodern or traditional attitudes.
 

In one-fourth of the villages, more than 80 percent of
 

villagers thought that their future was determintd by things
 

over which they had no control; in 20 percent of the villages,
 

more than half of the villagers believed that they couild deter­

mine their future themselves. The di stribution f vil lIogs 

is very wide, varying from villages in which aIll members were 

fatalists to commun it i es where 88 percent of people, bel i eved 

they had cont rol over their fuLure. 

We hytpothe i zed th ,t Ih ereo woul 1)e no s yst'mat ic , po I|-

tive relation;hi p between ,ittt inal modernity (as meas;ured 

by the level of generalIprstonal effic.cy) *ItII vi I Iiie deve.lop­

ment.. Th is hypoLthes i s was emp i r ioia I I y suppo)rt ,I by (tI dtt t. 

Only 37 per(:(ent of vi I lles wit 11 mor(e miod''itn itI it u(Ie,; w,r( 

cleVolojw'd arnd a not much iower )(erWn tage wan unle'dev'l oped 

http:effic.cy
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As shown in Figure 7, the correlation between attitudinal moder­

nity and village development was weak (.10). 

But we have, als s;aid that ,oer lonll , f1iracy, liko all 

COlponent.; (of t he "s;yn ollit, ()f ni (h.uenity , g :; a .I-,ychluo0 icil
 

adaptat ion a"Ip 1 0 -iate 
, ly t" ,, :t in ci cuim;t ncws;. Ont' of
 

the relevant. ir;t,'.:ose;
ci , i!, the. ext eit of Ie,,,l erIal t, ion.
 

Where (rqAini zed involvemt-nt i; pev\ iv',a. he a will
villooi , 


see mI(ur Pxamnlp), illu,;t rat ino that thh,' con ,':t 
 i met lueter
 

bt'n fits;('2 ti ir ;thnr( vi,'f w tit t t, 
 harder, 
inst ead,,(Q> rl qin q tht*' :; lvi: 
 t" i h ',r !at,'., Q ,' WO ,"Ild ,v:-],n t, 

tht'lr¢fornt, qi(tl, of'tt it ud in,,tl I lim~de, nil yl whi.It {)i~ llianiz tt ionl
 

(t-'lidoncies: are s;trl("Iq. this; 10
T"'( ttM t'', 4 h,'i- we, ,'t-a inctd 

the' r'lat it 2Ilih p ,t'w i'ii th,,' tw" v i ,otl,10 . 

p solnI l y :; ,t ,mil l V hadIr lcomi, "ii 6 ' itni'it am hi(il pro­

tion (dl ' t I
tiin.!
! i.i,. IAn|nit:y }l,, I ( . *mp: i; m Ii ,+- I "] e lwn, w It to-A N v, ti-vi-.noII~., .,( to I" w7 
h i l 

(mt l' ' IIM1, l f'ltI a. ll l in 

'I']'i,',"' l t l o t l, ,|'h]l], 1 (, 1,,. (',1fi .l,[,'1 -l' i _; t ilt*" n;to t i ­

it1 fui , Vgcono| iv w ' l ()!tt h l, I I.,I(.. W",. 'I , l,-'l.,, th.11 1,,,il­

ilnqnt rift 1,,'tim~ " of I '. .cap" ~ " ini "n l w 'I " At~ Al t,~i 1 in otat!' 

01 nipIt,t o~f, I ,t 'll' 1! ,I" ]-,W, y t ..Cloo"d..l',, . rol];' 


fnOv'im"Nt ale-qt+ "Iit l~ it-€ Iml hl"t nee nhi ly} "+tI.t ! i w, € ,,,i-o lnqta 
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FIGURE 7
 

GAMMA CORRELATIONS BETWEEN ATTITUDINAL
 
MODERNITY AND VILLAGE DEVELOPMENT
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of efficacy can stimulate the villagers to strive harder to
 

improve their levels of living.
 

We checked the above statements against our data by in­

vestigating the relationship between resource concentration
 

and personal efficacy. 
Then we explored the relationship be­

tween these feelings and the level of development in less
 

stratified villages.
 

Anticipated positive associations were observed in both
 

cases. 
 The level of reported personal efficacy increased as
 

the proportion of people owning some land and of people re­

porting the absence of a single wealthy person increased.
 

Over 86 percent of villages with a high proportion of persons
 

reporting feelings of efficacy had dispersed land ownership,
 

while only 13 percent of such villages had concentrated land
 

ownership. 
A similar trend was observed with regard to wealth
 

distribution, with 73 percent of the villages reporting high
 

feelings of efficacy in the low wealth stratification group,
 

but only 27 percent in the high stratification group. 
The
 

hypothesized association between average personal efficacy
 

and level of deve]opment in the dispersed-wealth villages was 

confirmed but was; not strong. (Figure 8). 
Thus we can conclude that both more ejaiitarian social 

structures ,ind hi her levels of l ocal organized involvement 

create condit ion. where att-it udina] modernity in general, and 

person,|l (-if icacy ill plrt i ul ar, wi l1 faci li Late rural. trans­

formt ion. Iln r igi d anl hiq(hly ;tratifid s;ocioeconomic struc­

turzs, and among aLomized individual].s , feeling,; of internal
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control and efficacy are not realistic and therefore not appro­

priate or beneficial psychological adaptations. Accordingly,
 

such feelings were less frequently expressed by the villagers
 

interviewed.
 

B. Education: Solution or Problem?
 

Some writers view education as an integral part of de­

velopment itself, rather than an independent inducement to
 

rural transformation. By formal education here we are almost
 

exclusively reforring to primary schooling, which is all that
 

is available in the villages. In Turkey at the time the data
 

were collected, the primary education system was modeled on
 

the French system, which emphasizes general acculturation
 

rather than specific skills. Formal schooling was seen as a
 

very effective agent in changing traditional orientations to
 

more modern ones, by teaching people basic skills which enabled
 

them to understand and interact with their environment more
 

effectively.
 

On the other hand, another view holds that the effective­

ness of general education in improving living standards is very
 

limited. The proponents of this view argue this because the 

contents of the school curriculum are not related to the con­

crete problems that villagers face every day. Unless the 

school )rovi des the vi lagers with specific information and 

knowledge pertinent to their efforts to make a living, its 

developmental] roe( will be s(vere ly w(eakened. 

This author agre basI XiIlIy wit:h the seco(nd View of 

education. hlowever, we do not believe that the emphasis should 
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only be on the contents of school-taught knowledge, but also
 

on the socioeconomic characteristics of the environment where
 

the knowledge is used. We hypothesized that unless the socio­

econom 2c structure is relatively unstratified and everyone
 

has at least some 
land in the village, villagers will not be
 

equipped with the most important means to improve their situa­

tion. Whether schooling has 
a positive effect, therefore,
 

depends on whether the educated peasant has sufficient re­

sources, notably land. Otherwise villagers will not be able
 

to apply their increased knowledge to achieving a better
 

standard of living. 
There may even be some adverse effects
 

of education if most villagers do not own land, for when the
 

expectations of villagers are heightened through schooling,
 

landless villagers may be lured to urban centers. 
 Consequently
 

the village will lose 
some of its best manpower. To check
 

these hypotheses, we analyzed the variance in education.
 

Only about one-fourth of the people interviewed report 

having attended school. Consequent ly, illiteracy is pervasive 

in rural Turkey. In nearly 15 percent: of the vill ages, more 

than 90 porcc nt of v i ] agers were ill iterati' . In ni ne out of 

ten communities, at least half of the villagers could not read 

or write. 

A stronger re lationshipj was found between the level of 

education and (leveloment in vill ages where land ownershi p is 

not hig hly (i )tlI('e.t M(I.I ll,.th n ha,1lf , the di'.p(;(r ,(d land­

ownershipj (:)rnm niti,,:; with hIll} :ChO , in, i~it,, . Ill hi i;Ilh lovol ] 

of I vin1l . .'l' (ollunlunil.ilP5 whenr', lIcl is IIOL ('( i it-t)ly 



66
 

FIGURE 8
 

GAMMA CORRELATIONS BETWEEN EDUCATION
 
AND VILLAGE DEVELOPMENT
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distributed constitute a clear contrast, with negative cor­

relations between schooling and development. (See Figure 8).
 

These findings suggest that villagers' ability to improve
 

their standards of living via better education is 
signifi­

cantly hindered by concentration of land ownership.
 

We expected that the positive influence of education
 

on development in small rural communities would be much stronger
 

where there were established traditions of organizing and par­

ticipating in community projects. 
Such projects enable the
 

villagers to use whatever they may have learned in school 
for
 

producing more and better goods and services. 
 The data support
 

our hypothesis. 
As shown in Figure 8, education was a stronger
 

determinant of development in 
the communities where organiza­

tional tendencies are strong (G.amnma 
= .36).
 

In conclusion, our 
findings indicate that education can 

enhance development significantly if structural changes are 

made to lessen the degree of stratification in villages and 

if villagers initiate, feel responsible for and participate 

in village-level organized projects. 



Chapter VI
 

CONCLUS ION
 

The subjects of this study were villages instead of
 

villagers. Analyzing the data at the community level has
 

offset the dangers of reductionist fallacies. We could
 

identify structural characteristics that encourage develop­

ment, as well as those that lead to vicious cycles of poverty.
 

Had we stayed at the individual level, it would not have been
 

possible to specify what socioeconomic structures were pro­

moting or hindering improvements in village living standards.
 

The results unequivocally indicate the direct and in­

direct positive influence of organization propensities and 

activities on the develompment of small rural communities. 

Under the economic, social, political and cultural. conditions 

found in rural Turkey, the more egalitarian and less strati­

fied the village socioeconomic structure is, the greater are 

the chances for a broad-based development process. Moreover, 

more aclvai ic('d l 'yels of te-chnological development, higqher 

rates of' and and moderni.vzd ,t:t1i te.racy uca t i on, attudes 

and value sy;tA'ms may only b ! d,velopmentally functional, in 

v illvag ,Whwh hih dom i n;,ce S y'L;t is id n(aL iv( exchange 

do not O,(,wrate. Othrwi se, the sharp ,strat.ificat ion of socio­

economi c organi zat on tioverely 11 ita deVel ojpment. 
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Involvement in village-level organizations was also
 

found to be very influential in promoting improvements in
 

welfare. This factor also plays an extremely critical inter­

mediary role in relationships between development and tech­

nology, educational advancement and attitudinal modernity.
 

The latter factors are much more productive where propensities
 

to participate in village organizations are higher. This
 

indicates, among other things, that the 'hctive society"need
 

not be a futuristic projection for the post-industrial states,
 

as in Etzioni's thinking, but is
30 necessary for pre-industrial
 

agrarian societies to break out of poverty.
 

Broad-based rural development in the situation examined
 

here depends largely on the enrichment of the resource base
 

of the rural masses and on well-organized, efficient and pro­

ductive use of these resources through active and egalitarian
 

participation of all groups in the countryside. 
Therefore,
 

national governments that wish 
to attack the problem of rural
 

poverty, and are dynamic and foresighted enough to do something 

about it, may very well start by enhancing reS.ourceIs of peasant 

groups, hence underminii ng the ope ration of high domin -ance systems 

in the villiages. Severely s;t:rat ified social structures in the
 

country;ide mu;tst. be tran; formed into more elalitar ian commun i­

ties. llromot in, 
qrassroot.:; organ izat ions in thEo vill' tag:; is 

essential to thi; (Joil. Otherwise, investments in infra.!;truc­

tural pro j ct.:; such is f'e(der roads and schools (two of the 

3 0 ,mital L:tzioni, 'The Active Socioty, New York, The Fro 
Prons, 1968. 
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most common governmental investments in Turkey for rural develop­

ment), as well as transformation of peasant attitudes, will not
 

eliminate rural poverty.
 

What is being suggested here is not simple redistribution 

of the type embodied in many simplistic proposals for land re­

form. While redistribution measures may be needed for rural 

development, the experience in Turkey and elsewhere indicates 

that such policies alone are not long-term solutions to agrar­

ian problems. Thus, for -nstance, land reform, if not coupleci 

with sharing of other resources and with cooperative ways of 

farming, tends to lead to dwarf farms, incapable of producing 

enough to insIIrC self-suffici!ncy. 

The benefits to be gained through participatory organiza­

tions depend on fill ing 11i institutiona] gJap: the mechanics 

need to be resea rched very carefully. For example, what tYpe 

and size of vil lage organivzitions are most ef icient, both 

from the vi ew i n!; ur i smooth Iypo i nt oif of sq work i1(I a rrange­

ments and iucreasing their prodluct,ivit-y? flow could villaers 

be encouragled to take pa,rt ill such organizationls? What:- should 

be the next .Ie-ve] of' ins tiitiona hierr-.ch I unct ioni ng asn; 

liaison b.tween nat iulal Ild pr(I vi llid l (p)Verlilllets .; 11 vi I age 

organizit t how these rg zat iool;'should intoll,,inu-dijz in be 

stru(cturiit., Whit i.iy ,i,,,df,. t li, lli, ini w,,y ()I l,,: I i.inJ.ovor !­

t i()Il ; '11ml)Il( I t ) will , t() It I-,Illi - t ( if I ul -,t1l(,iI i t 1111( .1 i )l l i l I 

or ja ni zait ion,'; ot t (,)I t 4j,,.*5titillh'li .1t,' o5(nlly i lo w t , it) which 

bhaivi, l.11 -b iollt hitit, 111d stu(d,1trl (d o .l 7I.ait itnIal be .lt iOr 

http:hierr-.ch
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in particular, should try to find answers. 
 Unless such re­
search is undertaken, we will be ignoring the plight of most
 

of the human race.
 



Appendix
 

SURVEY DATA AND ANALYSIS
 

The basic interview schedule for villagers included
 

questions to obtain general information about the respondents
 

(age, sex, marital status, occupation, education, health,
 

etc.); the extent to which they are exposed to mass media and
 

ser­and have extravillage contacts; attitudes towards social 


vices that are needed or available; the subjective rating of
 

these services, plus questions about what can be done about
 

such things under whose leadership; and what, if any, role
 

the local villagers should perform in providing services.
 

attitudes towards the educational
Also included were items on 


system, self-reports on poverty and penury, as well as social
 

structure; the respondents' views on socialization processes
 

in general and socialization techniques, agents and environments 

in particular. A rither lengthy section was devoted to ques­

tions about the banic values a nd personality of the respondent. 

A scale of v-illaqe d-oveIopment was built on the basis of 

responses to the following interview iHems: 

1 . in the piat. ye,,r, did your family ever go hungry for 

a period of seve-ral days? 

2. In the patnt. yeair, did your family ever run out of fuol? 

3. In the past year, did your family over run out of 

clothing? 
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4. What was the condition of your health?
 

5. What is the most important problem facing your vil­

lage today?
 

The following items concerned organizational tendencies:
 

1. If the sub-province prefect or district administrator
 

recommended working on this project, would you be more or less
 

willing to participate?
 

2. If a government specialist in such matters recommended
 

your working on this project, would you be more or less willing
 

to participate than before?
 

3. Now let us discuss several projects. The first project
 

is building or improving the roads of the village. 
 Do you think
 

that this job is mainly the duty of the government, the vil­

lagers themselves, or both the government and the villagers
 

working together?
 

4. The next project I want you to think about is providing
 

the village with good drinking water. flow do you feel about
 

this job? Is it 
one that should be done by government, by
 

villagers themselves, or by both the government and villagers
 

jointly'.
 

5. What about building a new school? Who should be mainly
 

responsible for this sort of project?
 

6. All right, now what about organizing a coopera tive? 

If it is des ired to form one for the villager-, is this mainly 

the responsibil ity of the gjove rnmet, the villai(loars, or the 

joint responsibility of bot:h? 
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7. As a last case, what about the houses of the villagers?
 

Do you think this is mainly the responsibility of the government,
 

the villagers, or both?
 

The presence or absence, as well as the number, or agri­

cultural implements was recorded by the head of the interview
 

team in consultation with key informants. Machines included
 

tractors, tiactor wagons, trucks, jeeps, and water pumps. This
 

information was used to measure technological development.
 

Interview items regarding education were:
 

1. Can you read and write; for example, can you write
 

a letter.
 

2. Have you ever attended school?
 

Independent information about the educational situation in
 

each village was gathered from village reports on whether a
 

teacher works in the village, and whether the village has a
 

primary school.
 

The degree,of wealth stratification was measured oy aver­

aging the res onses A villagers to the folowing question: 

In your vi 1 ,,, i. there just one wealthy person, a few 

wealthy peO l,,n; is everyone, just about the samei, in wealth 

and no one much wea lthieIr than tlhe, rest? 

In addition to this ovr.)ll m i.easIre of economic resource 

equality, the d ist,bution of ."ndo ;nersuip, which in of pivotal 

importance, was alI1so characterized . Eclh inud ividll1 in the, 

niamnpl, wan .mWk.d: .ow Ihe n ou ofDo you()WI) al1 1,- '(11 form, part 
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the land you farm, or are you a tenant-farmer or an agricul­

tural laborer?
 

Information about land tenure systems was 
augmented by
 

independent rankings of the villages according to the follow­

ing categories:
 

What percentage of villagers own their own land? 

1. None 

2. Less than 10 percent
 

3. 10-24 percent
 

4. 25-49 percent
 

5. 50-74 percent 

6. 75-90 percent 

7. Moro than 90 percent 

In addition, information related to land tenure waa 

gathe re*d by re c( Fdiii, t he nuinbor of b)i( 1,a ndownie rsn and per­

centaqe () I v I Il(o7eF who w rk oi siollei)le e 1:it ' land. 

Fin, I IIy tIt,. !;ieo f p)1j r!.r ijein ,ey w.as a .,!fled 

through tih loIlowint ' ;l iton: 

Do)() P t I ,x1)f.(.t y(1111- I li1t l 1 t ' e ; 

1. lDteimii""'d Iitply by what you, yourni-If, mnke of it? 

2. Dete, minil 1, lely by tlhinqn. over which you hav 

The t lt er m:111.1? ion of whiA tis of var ab* to include 

in th in .ttdy im,.) 11,.!1 lloii .a €i 10M oil, il J! ly bl.w,-! our 

rcen in11q1of I l,. j, i,.Vioi w%Ji ioI ieonIn n , n-liei. n he,l 1!,i 4)7 

th io r:l foI' ifi11id t th.i ,em ,.1 ll It,1 li 11 .;;lvd diii tlti 
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preliminary analysis of the data. To be sure, the selection
 

of variables was bounded by the data collected by other re­

searchers and mide available to us. But within these bound­

aries there were a considerable number of decisions made about
 

just what was worth studying in understanding the phenomenon
 

of development in small rural Turkish communities.
 

Alter the selection of relevant concepts and constructs
 

was completed, operational definitions had to be provided to
 

render them measurable. This was done basically in two ways.
 

First was the use of the aggregated responses to individual 

interview items and/or individual items in the village informa­

tion sheet (on which global information about the village was 

recorded) as the measure of the concepts. In many cases, this 

approach leaves a good deal to be desired in the accuracy and 

reliability of tLe operational definition. Therefore a minimal 

use of this way of operat iona lization was sought. Single item 

measurem,,nt-s were only mad when there waL,; cl(,ar failure in the 

attoljt: to combine items in theoretica I y meaningful scales 

that- passed :;tr ingent. tietsts of- staIt:i,;t. ical internll reliability. 

Even when orb cotili ho and of singles;lch 1 not, formed the us 

item irldicator; was iIlVit.tlble,, aIttt',lIls wer ' to ue;(. more.

than one ltem individ llally, to incre,ise r-] iability wht-n possible. 

The 'c:nri Irt.lio of ol'lt i lhl1 i zlt. ion wa; t.o collst rtlc* 

aU:nwI/tt'(l s, uumade of ') s;e idi it those,I I ip it e(d 'to(] iillly along 

with hi'01 1,,*',' idid y, tVillthrou l) t l ;e' of Var i ll'; m t hodol(ogi--

Cao conveth, ion.".. plirpos. h t se a v1110 (df iIdi trlw 4 ilstead 

of 1111ing tHeiti'iu i ncividlilly was; to) increase( the- val id ity 
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and reliability of our measurements. With the use of summated
 

scales, the validity of the individual items can be pooled,
 

so to speak, in the index; and the internal reliability of the
 

scales could be estimated.
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